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WEDNESDAY, MARCH 23, 1955 


Unirep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS 
AND CONSERVATION PAYMENTS OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 324, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Hubert H. Humphrey, presiding. 

Present: Senators Humphrey and Scott. 

Senator Humpurey. The hearing will come to order. 

This hearing is with reference to S. 139 and various other bills of 
a like nature, to repeal the amendment to section 348 and section 374 
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938. The bills will be in- 
corporated in the record at this point. 

(The bills referred to are as follows:) 


[S. 139, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To repeal the amendment to sections 348 and 374 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, made 
by section 311 of the Act of August 28, 1954 (Public Law 690, Eighty-third Congress) 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (1) section 311 of the Act entitled “An Act 
to provide for greater stability in agriculture; to augment the marketing and 
disposal of agricultural products; and for other purposes’’, approved August 28, 
1954 (Public Law 690, Kighty-third Congress), is repealed, and (2) the provisions 
of law amended by such section are reenacted in the form in which they existed 
immediately prior to the enactment of such section. 

Sxc. 2. This Act shall be effective with respect to 1955 and succeeding crops. 





({S. 443, 84th Cong. Ist sess.] 


A BILL To repeal section 348 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 348 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, as amended, is hereby repealed effective with the 1955 crops. 





{S. 494, 84th Cong. Ist sess.] 
A BILL To repeal section 348 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 348 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, as amended, is hereby repealed, effective with respect to 1955 and 
subsequent crops. 


1 
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[S. 517, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To repeal section 348 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 which penalizes other soil-con- 
servation practices when acreage allotments are exceeded 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Re presentatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 348 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, as amended, is hereby repealed effective with the 1955 crops. 


[S. 532, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 
A BILL To repeal section 348 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 348 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, as amended, is hereby repealed effective with the 1955 crops. 


wee ee 


[H. R. 1573, 84th Cong., Ist sess. 
AN ACT To repeal section 348 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 348 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, as amended, is hereby repealed, effective with respect to 1955 and 
subsequent crops. 


Passed the House of Representatives March 2, 1955. 
Attest: 
Rautpuo R. Roperts, Clerk. 


Senator Humpnrey. Mr. Peterson, the Assistant Secretary of Agri- 
culture, is with us this morning. They have you listed here as the 
witness to testify relating to this series of bills that we have had 
introduced by many of our colleagues in the Senate, as well as one from 
the House. 

I am going to have included in the record, prior to Mr. Peterson’s 
testimony, a letter to Senator Ellender, dated February 9, 1955, 
signed by True D. Morse, and also a letter dated March 10, 1955, 
addressed to Senator Ellender, chairman of the Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry, signed by Earl L. Butz, each as Acting Secretary 
of Agriculture. These, letters state the Department’s position in 
reference to the series of bills we have before us. 

(The two letters are as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 10, 1955. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
United States Senate. 

Dear SENATOR ELLENDER. This is in reply to your request of January 12, 1955, 
for a report on 8. 139, a bill to repeal the amendments to sections 348 and 374 of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, which were made by section 311 of the 
Agricultural Act of August 28, 1954 (Public Law 690, 83d Cong.). 

With respect to the effect of this bill on section 348 of the Agricultural Adjust- 
ment Act of 1938, this Department recommends that the entire section 348 be 
repealed. The proposed bill would repeal only that part of the section which was 
added by Public Law 690, 83d Cong. If S. 139 is enacted, the provision that a 
person comply with his cotton acreage allotment would remain in effect. It is 
the view of this Department that ACP’s eligibility should not be conditioned on 
compliance with any of the acreage allotments. The principal effect of such re- 
strictions is to discourage the carrving out of needed conservation work. This 
Department therefore favors the elimination of the entire eligibility requirement 
imposed by section 348 rather than elimination of the requirement for only a part 
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of the crops with acreage allotments. More details of our recommendation are 
contained in ‘our report to you with respect to 8. 494, 8. 517, and 8. 532. 

The Department recommends against the provision of S. 139 which would 
repeal the 1954 amendment to section 374 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938. That amendment directed the Secretary to provide a method by which’a 
farmer who overplants any basic crop allotment may adjust the planted acreage 
to the farm acreage allotment. S. 139 would restore, in place of this provision, 
the last sentence of section 374 (b) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, 
as amended, which was similarly worded except that it applied only to cotton. 

Since the passage of Public Law 690, farmers have been expecting to be per- 
mitted to adjust their planted acreage to come within the allotment on each basie 
crop if they so desired. To change at this time, with respect to the 1955 crop, 
would lead to much dissatisfaction, minsunderstanding, and administrative 
difficulty in connection with some crops, particularly corn and rice. 

The Department believes that the provision for adjusting the planted acreage 
to the allotment should be applicable equally to all the basic commodities. In 
our opinion the provision in the present law should be retained. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
Earu L. Butz, 
Acting Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, February 9, 1958, 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
United States Senate. 

Dear SENATOR ELLENDER: This is in partial reply to your letter of January 
19, 1955, requesting reports on certain bills relating to azriculture. We are hereia 
reporting on 8. 494, 8. 517, and 8. 532. These bills are identical and would repeal 
section 348 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended. This sec- 
tion which was amended by section 311 of Public Law 690, 83d Congress, pro- 
vides that any person who knowingly harvests any basic azricultural commodity 
on his farm, which has been determined by the Secretary to be in excess of the 
farm acreage allotment, shall not be elizible for any ACP payment. All persons 
applying for any ACP payment are required to file with the application a state- 
ment of facts showing eligibility under this provision. 

The Department approves of this proposed legislation. At present the only 
ACP payments made are for cost sharirg with respect to conservation practices 
carried out on farms, and these payments represent only a share of the cost of 
performing the conservation measure. There was a direct relationship between 
acreaze allotments and a portion of the payments made under the Soil Conserva- 
tion and Domestic Allotment Act, prior to 1944, but it no longer exists. Also, 
the present average ACP amount of cost sharing of less than $100 is not large 
enough to be a strong incentive for farmers to comply with acreage allotments. 

The principal effect of this restriction on ACP assistance will be to discourage 
conservation on family-type farms. Since it is expected that most farmers will 
comply with marketing-quota provisions, the eligibility requirement of section 
348 will affect principally farmers with corn allotments and farmers with less than 
15-acre wheat allotments. Under marketing-quota requirements a farmer with 
a wheat allotment less than 15 acres is permitted to grow and harvest 15 acres of 
wheat without incurring a marketing-quota penalty. This exemption, however, 
does not apply to the ACP elizibility requirement of section 348. 

Based on past experience it is estimated that there will be about 750,000 farms 
with a 1955 wheat acreage allotment of less than 15 acres. A high percentage 
of these farms is expected to take advantage of the 15-acre limit and thereby 
become ineligible for 1955 ACP assistance. It is estimated that there will be 
1,600,000 farms with a 1955 corn allotment. Based on the compliance obtained 
in 1954 it is likely that up to 60 percenc or almost 1 million farms will have excess 
corn acreage in 1955 which would make them ineligible for 1955 ACP payments, 
Even though some farms with small wheat allotments also grow corn and would 
be included in both of the foregoing estimates, it is likely that substantially more 
than 1 million farms would not be eligible for ACP payments, due to the pro- 
visions of section 348. 
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Elimination of this entire requirement of eligibility is desirable. Its repeal 
would not require additional appropriations. 
The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 
Sincerely yours, 
True D. Morse, Under Secretary. 


Senator Humpurey. Also, I ask that. a statement by ‘Senator 
Carlson—he is the author of one of the bills—be embodied in the 
text of the record, as well as a statement by Senator Francis Case of 
South Dakota in reference to his bill; and also I ask that a letter which 
I have received from James G. Patton, president of the National 
Farmers Union, be made a part of this record. It relates to the 
series of bills that are before us, all of which have the same purpose, 

(The statements and letter are as follows:) 


STATEMENT FILED BY THE HONORABLE FRANK CARLSON, UNITED STaTES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF KANSAS 


Mr. Chairman, my bill, 8. 494, was introduced for the purpose of repealing 
section 348 of the Agricultural Adjustment-Act of 1938 as amended. I feel that 
it was never intended or contemplated, even remotely, that the agricultural 
conservation program should be tied in with the acreage allotment and marketing 
quota law. ; 

The effect of this amendment, which is now section 348, was to deprive a farmer 
of his ACP payments if he knowingly exceeded his acreage allotment on any 
one of the crops then under control. I do not believe there was any element of 
control contemplated in the original ACP program. 

The provision I am attempting to repeal here will particularly affect corn and 
wheat producers. It will not have any material effect on cotton and peanut and 
tobacco producers because those commodities are under marketing quotas when- 
ever acreage allotments are in effect and that almost automatically prevents any 
farmer from being out of compliance. 

There is a particular situation affecting wheat that I wish to mention, and that 
is that under the Agricultural Adjustment Act all producers may produce and 
sell without penalty up to 15 acres of wheat. That does not mean that they are 
in compliance if their acreaze allotments are less than 15 acres. If their allot- 
ments are less than 15 acres and they plant 15 acres, then they are out of com- 
pliance, and under the legislation we are trying to repeal by this bill those farmers 
would be out of the ACP program. 

There are many farmers in Kansas, and particularly eastern Kansas, who farm 
comparatively small acreage and whose quota was 15 or less acres of wheat or 
corn. Many of those farmers, because of various reasons, felt they were not out 
of compliance as long as they did not plant over 15 acres—thus they have been 
penalized. 

We have the word of the Department, as per the letter of February 9, 1955, from 
Under Secretary True D. Morse. that the Department of Agriculture looks 
favorably upon this bill. 

Being a farmer in my own right, and having been a Member of Congress when 
the orizinal bill of 1938 was passed, I feel quite strongly in advocating the repeal 
of section 348 as proposed in my bill 8. 494. 


Ge 


STaTEMENT Fivep By Hon. Francis Case, Unrrep Srares Senator From THE 
Strate or Sourn Daxkora 


The provisions of the law, section 311 (a) of the Agricultural Act of 1954, 
Public Law 690, 83d Congress, which provides that any farmer who knowingly 
harvests either cotton, wheat, corn, tobacco, peanuts, or rice in excess of the 1955 
acreage allotment for any of these commodities on any farm in which he has an 
interest as landlord, tenant, or share cropper will not be eligible for any Federal 
cost sharing under the 1955 agricultural conservation program on that farm or 
any other farm. 

This provision of the law was severely criticized by the groups as they do not 
wish to have this provision apply to wheat or corn. We have had a number of 
letters requesting that some action be taken to have the above section repealed. 
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In 1954 in South Dakota it now appears that the compliance in the corn allot- 
ment program will only be about 40 percent; in other words, 60 percent of the 
farmers in the commercial corn area will have overplanted their allotment. They 
have lost their price support protection, but under the present provision govern- 
ing the 1954 program, they will still be eligible to receive Federal cost-sharing 
payments under the agriculural conservation program. In 1955, if similar con- 
ditions prevail, they will not be eligible for ACP payments. It is the general 
feeling of the farmers that price support should not be tied in with the AC pro- 
gram. Under the price support program, the producer is being guaranteed 
greater returns for his product and he receives a direct monetary benefit; but in 
the case of the Federal cost sharing in the AC program the producer must con- 
tribute out of his own pocket not less than 50 percent of the cost of carrying out 
the practice. The benefits accruing from the conservation practices may not be 
of a monetary benefit to him immediately, in fact it may take several years before 
he realizes any financial benefit from the practices carried out; but the consumers 
of the United States are assured that the benefits of the soil and water conserva- 
tion program will insure to them a plentiful supply of food and fiber from the 
farms and ranches of America. 

For this reason, therefore, I introduced 8S. 517, a bill to repeal section 311 (a) 
of the Agricultural Act of 1954, Public Law 690, 83d Congress. 

_ L appreciate the opportunity to present this information to the members of the 
Senate Agriculture and Forestry Committee and will appreciate any considera- 
tions given to 8. 517. 


NATIONAL FARMERS UNION, 
Washington 5, D. C., March 18, 1955. 
Senator Hupert H. HuMPHREy, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee, 
Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
Senate Office Building, Wushington 26, D. C. 

Dear Senator Humpurey: Please accept our sincere good wishes as you 
assume chairmanship of an important agricultural subcommittee of the Senate. 
We regret that your hearing on the important matter of repealing section 348 
comes at a time when none of our representatives can be in Washington, owing 
to our biennial leadership conference being held in Denver, Colo. 

As we informally told the House Agriculture Committee, we feel that the cross- 
compliance requirement between acreage allotments and the agricultural con- 
servation program by the Agricultural Act of 1954 has not and will not operate to 
benefit anyone and has been and would continue to do great injury to the con- 
servation program. Therefore, we would appreciate your making this letter a 
part of the printed hearings of your subcommittee. 

The reauirement of present law that a farmer be in full compliance with all 
acreage allotments on his farm in order to retain his eligibility to participate in 
the ACP program is, as far as we know, favored only by those who have already 
expressed their opposition both to a firm adequate farm price support program 
and to the continuation of adequate appropriations for ACP. The provision 
has served to greatly reduce the number of farm families who can qualify for 
pariticipation in the ACP program. This is a tendency that has already been 
greatly exaggerated by red tape added to the program by Eisenhower appointees 
in the Department of Agriculture. 

A farm township in Wisconsin is a typical example. One hundred and sixty 
farm families live in the township. Three years ago, 150 families participated in 
the ACP. In 1953, 90 families participated; in 1954 48 families; and in 1955 
only 15 families have signed up. 

Not all this reduction in participation in ACP is due to section 348, which 
would be repealed by the bill before your committee. Some of the loss in ACP 
participation is due to the disastrous drop in farm income during the past 26 
months of sliding-scale philosophy in the executive branch. Farmers simply do 
not have the money to spend for good conservation facilities and practices. 
Other reasons for the drop in participation include the disruption, reorganiza- 
tion, and reduced workdays of county and community farmer committemen. 
Part is no doubt due to the regulation prohibiting reelection of many experienced 
community committeemen. Moreover, added requirements, many that require 
additional expenditures from reduced farmer income, have discouraged farmers 
from participation in ACP. Taken together all these causes, plus the widely 
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publicized anti-ACP attitude of President Eisenhower’s Secretary of Agriculture, 
have so severely crippled ACP, in spite of congressional mandates to the con- 
trary that one is almost convinced that these moves have been made in a delib- 
erate attempt to discredit the ACP program in the eyes of its direct beneficiaries 
the family farmers of America. 

Section 348, as amended in the Agricultural Act of 1954, must bear a share 
of the blame for injuring the ability of farmers to participate in ACP. Congress 


should repeal this law We urge vour subcommittee to so recommend. 

We are fully conscious of the fact that a contemporary farm organization is 
opposed to repeal, their announced aim being to make both ACP and firm ade- 
quate price supports so unpalatable to farmers that the organization’s leader- 


ship clique can win the sliding-scale effort it started about 9 years ago. We in 
National Tarmers Union, the Nation’s fastest growing farm organization, do not 


I 


believe t' at the contemporary organization that opposed repeal of section 348 
is representing either the opinions or best interests of rank and file farm families 
ont and 
We appreciate being invited to express our views on this important matter. 
We sball also appreciate your permitting us to put our views before you in this 
mer 


James G. Parron, President. 


Senator Humpxrey. The National Grange will file a statement in 
favor of the bill. When that is received that will be made a part of 
the record. 

(The statement is as follows: ) 

Marcu 23, 1955 
Senator Huspert H. HumMpHRey, 
Subcommittee.Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
l'nited States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator Humpurey: Thank you for your letter of March 17, giving 
the National Grange the opportunity to submit its views with respect to 8S. 443, 
S. 494, S. 517, S. 532, and S. 189, the several] bills relating to seetion 348 of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act o° 1938 

These bills would repeal section 348 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938 which, as amended by the Agricultural Act of 1954, provides that a farmer 
who knowingly harvests any basic agricultural commodity on his farm in excess 
of the farm acreage allotment shall not be eligible for any azricultural conserva- 
tion payment 

The Grange favors the repeal of section 348, 

The executive committee of the National Grange, on January 24, 1955, adopted 
a resolution authorizing the national office to seek repeal of this provision. It 
was their view that payment for conservation practices should not be used as an 
enforcement measure to obtain complianee with other programs unrelated to 
conservation matters. 

There is no longer any direct relationship between the agricultural conservation 
program and the acreage allotment and marketing quota program. Conserva- 
tion payments are so small that, in the main, they would have little effect from 
the standpoint of enforcing compliance with acreage allotments, but their denial 
might prove costly in the way of “‘lost’’ conservation. In addition, the farmers 
who are most likely to be affected if section 348 remains in the law are the small 
farmers who need every encouragement to continue carrying out needed con- 
servation practices 

The National Grange does not favor the enactment of the provision of S, 139 
which would repeal the 1954 amendment to section 374 of the Agricultural Act 
of 1938, as amended, and restore, in its place, the former wording of 374 (b) 
which applied exclusively to cotton. The 1954 amendment of section 374 enables 
farmers to adjust their planted acreage of any basic crop in order to come within 
compliance. The former provision, which would be restored by 8S. 139, would 
permit this action only with respect to cotton. This, we believe, would be unfair. 

We favor the repeal of section 348 and the retention of the 1954 amendment to 
section 374 which applies equally and fairly to all the basic commodities. 

Respectfully, 


Josern O. PARKER, 
Legal Consultant to the National Grange. 


Senator Humpurey. Now, Mr. Peterson, we would like to hear 
from you. 





—> 


ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS AND CONSERVATION PAYMENTS 7 


STATEMENT OF HON. ERVIN L. PETERSON, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF AGRICULTURE, AND FRED G. RITCHIE, ACTING ADMINIS- 
TRATOR, AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION PROGRAM SERVICE, 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Peverson. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, ihe 
several bills which you have mentioned, together with the group which 
were introduced in the House, have generally the same basic purpose 
the repeal of section 348 of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allot- 
ment Act as amended. 

H. R. 1573 as passed by the House would accomplish the same 
purpose. 

The Department of Agriculture believes that the repeal is desirable. 

Section 348 of the Soil Conservation Domestic Allotment Act as 
amended by the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1954 provides that 
any person who knowingly harvests in excess of his acreage allotment 
for any basic commodity shall not be eligible for participation in the 
\CP program by way of receiving ACP payments. And all persons 
applying for ACP payments are required to certify to their eligibility 
under the provisions of section 348 as it now stands. 

We believe it desirable that persons receiving benefits under one 
program not be in a position to defeat the purposes of other programs. 
ilowever, the provisions of section 348 as it now stands we be lieve is 

ot particularly effective in accomplishing the intended purposes. 
{his section does not appear to be effective in influencing farmers to 
comply with acreage allotments. 

In the first place, the aver age payment, that is, the average ACP 
payment, is less than $100. And where it is to the farmer’s advantag 
to ignore the allotments as in the case of corn grown for use on the 
farm, they do ignore it. 

In the case of corn, as I recall the figure, there were about 1 million 
farms last year which did not comply with acreage allotments. 

In the case of wheat, if you will recall, it is permissible to plant up 
to a maximum of 15 acres without penalty, even though the allotment 
may be less than that. If he finds himself in com pli unce with the 
15-acre provision, but because of the requirements of this section, if 
his allotment was less than 15 acres, he would not be eligible for the 
ACP payment. 

So, over all, the provision has caused confusion. Its purpose may be 
desirable, but we do not believe that it has accomplished it. It is 
administratively difficult and we recommend its repeal. 

Senator Humpnrey. Is it fair to say, too, that by doing away with 
the payments under the penalty provisions of sec tion 348—a penalty 
provision is what it amounts to; is it not?—you may very well void 
some of the soil conservation payment program that you wanted to 
promote? 

Mr. Pererson. I think that is a reasonable conclusion. It also 
may result in the fact that under the acreage allotment program or 
the acreage to be diverted, some of that acreage would in fact be di- 
verted if this ACP program were available. Where it is not available 
for one reason or another as to the particular crop on the farm, 
additional acreage may not be diverted. 
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Senator Scorr. As I understand it now, you are saying this should 
not affect anybody who otherwise would be entitled to soil conservation 
payments? 

Mr. Pererson. That is right, Senator Scott. In other words, if 
the section is repealed 

Senator Scorr. I just wanted to make this observation. On some 
farms—burley tobacco farms—the average crop is seven-tenths of an 
acre. They are going to cut that, it looks hke now, and if you cut 
it much more you would not be able to find the ps atch, especially if 
vou raise an umbrella. The way it has been, you would throw that 
man out of the program if he did not comply and cut down the few 
stalks of tobacco that he has. That is what it amounts to. 

These boys in the West cannot understand our situation in cotton. 
We have cotton farmers in the South who have just 3 or 4 acres of 
cotton. And you knock him out of the whole program. 

One thing that makes those folks fight for their cotton acreage, 
that little bit, is because it is a question of living down there—I mean, 
making a bare living. 

Of course, we have been wet wing out the soil more and more. If 
you can get that man to conserve his soil and build it up, why, | 
would not cut him out of the program because he did not comply. 
Maybe he has but two little short rows of cotton the length of this 
room here. But to go in there and say, “Because you overplanted, 
you cannot have this other.’’ I think that is wrong, if you want to 
conserve the soil. 

That is, after all, the fundamental as to what this program is for. 

Mr. Pererson. It seems to us that there is no very great relation- 
ship between the ACP program and the acreage allotment program, 
particularly as it is set forth in this particular section that we are 
talking about. 

I agree, of course, where the man is receiving benefits from the 
Government program on one hand that he should not defeat it on the 
other hand. We do not believe that this particular section contributes 
toward supporting either one or the other. 

Senator Scorr. I think you will find that applies to the wheat 
growers out in Kansas. 

Mr. Pererson. Mr. Ritchie of the ACP program service is here. 

Senator Humpurey. What is your full name? 

Mr. Rircnre. Fred C. Ritchie. 

Senator Humpurey. Do you have any comment that you would 
like to make? 

Mr. Ritcurs. I will be glad to answer any questions that you might 
have on the operation of this. 

Senator HumpHrEY. We have had a discussion of this bill in the full 
committee, Senator Scott, as you will recall, and the feeling was 
that we should not report ‘the bills out of any committee without at 
least an opportunity for the public to be heard as well as the depart- 
ments. That is why this was assigned to the subcommittee. 

[ am of the opinion that the committee in the main is very sympa- 
thetic toward its objective. I think you know that, Mr. Ritchie and 
Mr. Peterson. Our hope was that we could expedite action on it and 
get it under way. 

Have you thought that the operation of section 348 has impaired or 
impeded in any way your ACP program? 
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Mr. Ritcuie. I believe it has, as it applied to these crops, such as 
corn and wheat, particularly. We find a good many farmers who 
come to the county offices to see about getting cost, sharing under the 
ACP on the conservation work that they would like todo. We have 
to infurm them about the provisions of this section of the act, to be 
sure that they are not misled and go ahead and do their work and then 
find themselves ineligible for ACP help. A large portion of them, 
when they find that they have to comply with all of the allotments, 
decide that they will just forego the conservation activity. 

So we feel like it is deterring the achievement of conservation, out 
of proportion to the benefits that it is getting in causing these farmers 
to comply with the allotments. 

Senator Humpnrey. In other words, the penalty is not sufficient to 
get compliance under the allotment, but the loss of the benefits under 
ACP could in some way retard some of your efforts in soil conserva- 
tion? 

Mr. Rircuisz. That is correct. 

Senator Humpnrey. Do you have anything more? 

Mr. Peterson. Nothing further. 

Senator Humpurey. We are very grateful to you. 

Mr. Pererson. Thank you for this courtesy. 

Senator Humpurey. Now, Mr. Lynn, I know that you want to-help 
us and give us your views on the series of bills that we have discussed 
here with the Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. Peterson. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN C. LYNN, LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, 
AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Lynn. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee; 
I believe that the quickest way for me to do that is to read our state- 
ment. It is very brief. 

Senator Humpurey. That will be very fine. You may proceed. 

‘Mr. Lynn. Section 348 of Public Law 690, 83d Congress, provides 
that any person who knowingly harvests any basic agricultural com- 
modity on his farm which has been determined by the Secretary to 
be in excess of the farm acreage allotment shall be eligible for any 
ACP payment. All persons applying for any ACP payment are 
required to file with the application a statement of facts showing 
eligibility under this provision. The American Farm Bureau Federa- 
tion supports section 348 as passed by the 83d Congress. 

It is a well-known fact that our agricultural production plant in 
the United States is overexpanded. Certainly, the Congress has a 
responsibi!ity for helping farmers to keep supplies in line with demand. 
One of the criteria in the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended by the 
Agricultural Act of 1954, as it relates to price supports is the ability 
aad willingness of the producers to keep supplies in line with demand. 
When a producer disregards the acreage allotment established for 
his farm and continues to overproduce, it seems unwise to provile 
funds under the ACP program to make a payment to this individual. 
If section 348 is deleted from the law anid Congress authorizes ACP 
payments when producers willfully harvest more than their acréage 
allotment, the effect is to provide a Government incentive to disregard 
their allotments. This has the effect of increasing the agricultural 
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plant which will add to the oversupply of agricultural commodities 
and thereby make it more difficult for farmers to get and to keep sup- 
plies in line with demand. 

Senator Humrnrey. Is this the most recent resolution? 

Mr. Lynn. Yes, 1955. 

Current AFBF resolutions have the following to say on the subject: 

National policies affecting farm production and marketing should promote a 
realistic balance between markets and productive capacity. We now have a 
greatly expanded productive plant and reduced foreign markets. It is urgent 
that policies be adopted which will regain and expand agricultural markets to a 
point where they balance production. 

The most satisfactory solution to the current farm problem is to expand do- 
mestic and foreign markets. Any program which has the result of expanding 
agricultural output in the absence of a comparable increase in effective market 
demand is contrary to the interests of farmers. Likewise, programs which induce 
producers to continue inefficient production render a disservice to agriculture by 
contributing to the accumulation of surpluses, raising the average cost of produc- 
tion, and limiting production per man—all of which tend to limit the opportunity 
of farm people to earn a good income. 


Regardless of how popular it may seem at the moment to appear 
in the role of a donor of public funds to expand agricultural produc- 
tion, consideration must be given to the consequences of such action. 
The Department of Agriculture estimates that as many as a million 
farmers will exceed their allotments. If this section is deleted, each 
of such farmers would be eligible for ar average payment of around 
$81. This would permit the addition of another $81 million worth of 
productive capacity to agriculture. This would occur in the face of the 
fact that the Government has requested farmers to take about 38 mil- 
ion acres out of the production of major crops in 1955 as follows: 


| Reduction from 
1955 allotment, 1953 acreage to 
acres 1955 allotment 
| (diverted acres) 


1953 seeded acres 


Wheat ‘ gud Si icine 78, 789, 000 | 55, 000, 000 23, 789, 000 
Cotton | 
Upland : 25, 151, 400 | 18, 113, 208 7, 038, 192 
American-Egyptian ; é 92, 600 | 46, 154 46, 446 
Corn, commercial area only--- . adie 57, 007, 000 | 49, 842, 697 7, 164, 303 


Rice is excluded, but it is a minor exclusion. 

The Farm Bureau is anxious for Congress to show more instead of 
less reponsibility toward this unfortunate situation. AFBF resolu- 
tions further state: 


In considering the ‘diverted acres’? problem the following facts need to be 
recognized: 

(1) Price supports tend to draw additional resources into agriculture and stimu- 
late production of supported commodities. 

(2) Therefore, Government action is necessary to prevent serious overproduc- 
tion. 

(3) The primary governmental method for restricting production up to this 
time has been acreage allotments and marketing quotas. 

(4) It is unfair to use acreage and other resources diverted from price supported 
crops to produce other commodities in such quantities as to seriously impair or 
destroy the markets for those commodities. 

We have previously recommended the enactment of legislation directing that 
the acreage diverted from price supported commodities not be used in such a way 
as to seriously injure producers of other commodities. Present legislation does 
not give the Secretary of Agriculture clear direction to take needed action. It 
only gives the Secretary discretion to control production on diverted acres. 
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It is now clear that the Secretary must have mandatory direction from the 
Congress if diverted acres resulting from mandatory price supports are to be kept 
from injuring producers of other crops. 

Accordingly, we urge that Congress promptly enact legislation directing the 


Secretary of Agric ulture to prepare, on an appropriate geographical basis, lists of 
crops which may not be produce d for direct or indirect sale, or may be so produced 
to a limited extent on acres diverted from any crop receiving price support, when 


conditions are such that limitations on the use of diverted acres are necessary to 
prevent the production of excessive supplies. 

Price supports should not be made available on storable nonbasie crops at sucl 
levels as will encourage excessive shifts of diverted acres to the production of such 
crops. 

If Congress displays a lack of responsibility it cannot escape the 
burden of having contributed to a destruction of the farm price sup- 
port program which rests squarely on the proposition that it is the 
responsibility of producers to keep supplies in line with demand. We 
all know that present price supports are encouraging the production 
of price-depressing surpluses; and for Congress to further encourage 
increased production, without concrete action being taken that will 
result in a corresponding increase in markets, is certainly not in the 
best interest of agriculture. 

In accordance with our belief that diverted acres must be controlled, 
we favor the provisions of section 348 of the Agricultural Act of 1954 
which provides that no person who knowingly harvests any basic agri- 
cultural commodity in excess of his farm allotment shall be eligible 
for ACP payments. 

I would just like to add here, Mr. Chairman, that we recognize that 
we seem to be alone in recommending the continued operation of sec- 
tion 348. 

We recognize there are some difficulties in the operation of Section 
348, but it seems clear to us that any producer of the basic agricultural 
commodity should be willing to comply with his acregae allotment and 
marketing quota, if he is to receive any ACP payment. 

I know that the Department has said these programs do not have 
any connection, but I submit to you that they do have a very definite 
connection, because you know that the ACP payment program was 
made effective after the Supreme Court decision in 1936. And the 
ACP payment program has been used and I have helped administer 
some of these programs over a period of years in the State of North 
Carolina. It has been used as a part of the incentive program with 
regard to marketing quotas and acreage allotments. And rather than 
delete this complete section, we would rather see it amended in such 
a way to get at some of the difficulties involved in this program. 

Here is what is causing the trouble with regard to section 348. A 
farmer happens to be in, for example, New Jersey in a commercial 
cora county, and he needs 15 acres of corn to fill his silo. He only 
gets 10 acres allotment. We are not for preventing that man from 
getting his 15 acres of corn to fill his silo. That is not where the 
overproduction. trouble is. 

We would be for amending this section. if necessary to provide that 
a farmer can produce up to 15 acres of wheat to be used on the farm 
or can plant over his acreage in corn if it be used for silage purposes 
and not for grain and still be eligible for his ACP payments. 

Senator Scorr. Mr. Chairman, this man grew up in a mighty good 
State. He was the county agent down there when I was. I am a 
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little surprised to hear him say what he has been saying. In fact, 
of course, he is working for somebody else; that is, kind of like you 
and I are. 

You have those burley tobacco farmers over there with seven-tenths 
of an acre or less than seven-tenths. And just because that fellow 
plants a little over on tobacco, you cut him out of his ACP payment. 
And that is the only cash income he has. 

You cannot always censure that man because he does that and take 
something else away from him. 

I still do not see the position he is taking, the broadside view, when 
that fellow is trying to build up his soil and willing to build it up, if 
you help him, but if you do not help him, it is another thing. He has 
to live. It is kind of like that story. I know that our time is running 
short, but they tell this story—I recall the story years ago—that they 
told of two men out looking over the farms. 

One man was in the corner at the fence rail and was digging up 
something. The other man said to him, “What are you digging?” 

He said, ‘‘A groundhog.”’ 

“You do not want a groundhog. 

He said, ‘Yes, but you do not know—I am out of meat and I am 
pleased to ‘have some.’ 

Well now, those fellows are out of meat down there and they are 
pleased to have some. 

I think if you give them these ACP payments, just that little, it 
will help. 

I think the Farm Bureau is narrow in that particular viewpoint in 
saying that those folks should not have it; that is, that ACP payment. 
I do not think it ought to be mixed in with this other at all. 

I know that he is passing a resolution from headquarters, but I know 
that deep down in his heart he does not believe that. I know his 
background. 

Mr. Lynn. May I comment on that? 

Senator Scorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpxrey. Go right ahead. 

Mr. Lynn. This provision of section 348 ha been applicable to 
cotton for many years. All that this section 348 of the Agricultural 
Act of 1954 does is to make the same provisions that have been appli- 
cable to cotton over the years applicable to all basic commodities. 

The problem is not in North Carolina or anywhere in the South in 
connection with it, because the penalty with regard to overproduction 
of tobacco—burley and flue cured—the penalty with regard to over- 
production of cotton is severe enough that you have no trobule with 
farmers overplanting. 

For example, in North Carolina only about 45 percent of the farmers 
participate in the ACP payment program. 

Where this trouble comes primarily is in wheat and corn areas, 
particularly in those few counties outside of the “heart of the Corn 
Belt” that have been declared commercial corn counties. 

As I said parenthetically here, we would not object to an amendment 
to this to take care of this situation for es and for wheat that is 
going to be used on the farm up to 15 acres 

I am frank to admit, for example, that in Iowa, the southern part 
of lowa, the lowa Farm Bureau does not agree with us on this posi- 
tion. 
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I do not think a man who violates his acreage allotment on corn 
should receive price supports or ACP payments. I firmly believe 
that not only because it is part of our policy, but personally because 
it is right. 

Senator Scorr. He should not have price supports where he ex- 
ceeds his quota, but I think there is a difference on the overall national 
picture where we can encourage a man to build up the soil for future 
generations. You do not build up the soil overnight. You cannot 
pee order an improved soil from Sears Roebuck & Co., and receive it. 

ou do not get it that way. You have to work with nature over a 
period of years. I think it takes 100 years to build an inch of topsoil. 

I do not think that many of us are going to be here 100 years from 
now. 


Our topsoil has already gone down the river. That is one of our 
troubles. 

I think that anywhere, where we can encourage anything that 
concerns the soil, it is to the national interest that we do it. 

And it is to the interest of the man who lives in New York City as 
well as anywhere else. 

If you let the soil wash away as it has in a good many areas, where it 
has caused headaches because of that, I do not think that we are 
serving the national interest. I do not think that we ought to put 
any impediment in the way of that man. 

Senator Humpurey. The only point of disagreement is where the 
penalty ought to rest. What should be the nature of the penalty for 
overplanting where you have acreage allotments or production quotas? 
I think the point is well made that if the man overplants and over- 
produces on acreage allotments that you might very well withdraw 
price supports from that man as a penalty. 

Mr. Lynn. We do. 

Senator Humpurey. It is done. 

Mr. Lynn. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. The issue which the Department representa- 
tive, the Assistant Secretary, Mr. Peterson, placed before us is whether 
or not you ought to use a program such as the ACP payment program 
as a disciplinary or a punitive measure or a penalty on your planting 
under acreage allotment exceeding those acreage allotments. What 
you are seal trying to do with ACP is to get soil conservation. 

I think it is fair to say that there was a tie-in in the beginning of 
this program, and there has been a tie-in with the payments under 
price supports. 

Senator Scorr. We have heard quite a bit up here in Congress 
about double taxation. We do not believe in double penalty either. 

Senator Humpurey. Double jeopardy. That is really a violation of 
the Constitution. 

Senator Scorr. To tax a man’s products. 

Mr. Lynn. We supported last year the $250 million appropriation 
for ACP payments. We are supporting the $175 million that has 
been recommended to be committed for the next year’s program: 
We will also support an additional $50 million if we can get at this 
“soil fertility bank’’ and the control of diverted acres idea into legis- 
lation. We have been promoting the soil fertility bank idea, you 
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know. I call this to your attention, because it is related to the 
problem we are discussing. 

Senator Humpurey. There was also a bill for it in the Senate last 
year and another one this year. I have introduced it. 

Mr. Lynn. That is right. We hope to discuss that with you, I am 
sure that we can be helpful. 

I have unloaded many a carload of lime and phosphate, et cetera, 
under the ACP payment program, but our policies for the last 3 or 4 
years have tried to emphasize the discontinuance of ACP payments 
on reoccurring practices, where the value of practices have become 
an established fact, Senator Scott. 

For example, the use of limestone in North Carolina is no more a 
question. It is established practice. 

I call your attention to the fact that in 1953, the latest figures that 
we have available, 42.6 percent of the money spent in ACP, which 
was about $175 million, went for inorganic fertilizer material. 

For example, in the Corn Belt it is a common practice to plant corn 
year after year on the same land. Much of this money is going for 
cover crops to be planted in the fall where phosphate and potash 
fertilizer is applied to the cover crops to turn under in the spring for 
corn. It is a recognized practice by the experiment station as being 
a profitable practice, one that the farmer should do because it pays. 
We do not think that ACP money should be used for those reoccurring 
practices which have already been established as paying practices. 

We would like to see more emphasis put with regard to the ACP 
money on permanent practic es, stripcropping, terracing, draining, and 
that kind of thing that is a permanent practice. 

When you look over these figures you cannot help but be impressed 
with the fact that it seems that less and less of this money is being 
directed and used toward that type of permanent practice. 

For example, in the North Central region, of which Minnesota is 
part, less than fifty-eight one hundredths of 1 percent of the money 
used in 1953 was on reforestation. 

In North Carolina, for example, the figure was two-tenths of 1 
percent. I think you will agree, Senator Scott, that on some of those 
bare hillsides in North Carolina, that the best thing we could do 
would be encourage the planting of trees. 

Senator Scorr. I agree. 

Mr. Lynn. I know that this has a direct relationship to the problem 
that we are talking about. 

Senator Humpnurey. It does, indeed. I think your point is well 
taken ir reference to the use of these funds. 

Mr. Lynn. I would like to point out again that the percentage of 
farmers participating in the ACP payment program is declining. 
For example, in 1953 the latest figures available, 37 percent of the 
farmers in the United States participated in the ACP payments 
program. 

In the State of California, for example, the 1952 figure as I recall 
was 16 percent of the farmers participating; in 1953 it was only 12 
percent. 

In the State of Kansas, for example, only 24 percent ot the farmers 
participated in this program. 
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In talking to a lot of the farmers they have said to me, ‘‘Well now, 
we do not want to get free phosphate and free lime. 

That is already an established practice. What I am simply saying 
is that if we would give more et nphasis in this program toward perma- 
nent type practices that will really get at the thing that Senator 
Scott is talking about and which we are very much concerned with—— 

Senator Scott. I bave no objection to that, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Humpnrzy. I think it is a very proper emphasis. [| 
sometimes am concerned about the coordination that exists between 
your established soil conservation service, your ACP program, your 
forestry service and other services that work in these related areas. 
There is a tendency I think at times to shoot off in sort of separate 
directions. 

Mr. Lynn. I think that the coordination is improving. 

Senator Humpurey. It is improving, decidedly so. There was some 

resistance, I know, some years ago between soil conservation and ACP. 
I think that has been worked out fairly well. 

Mr. Lynn. May I conclude by saying that I recognize that the 
Department of Agriculture has recommended the repeal of section 
348 and that we are the only witness recommending the continuance 
of section 348. We would certainly hope that the committee would 
give serious consideration to this particular section. If it seems 
advisable to amend this section to do what I suggested before, to take 
care of these smaller farmers who need to put out enough corn to fill 
their silo, or the small wheat farmer who needs to plant enough wheat 
for his own home consumption, up to 15 acres, we would support an 
amendment to section 348 to so provide. 

Senator Humpurey. Is there any further comment, gentlemen? 

We want to thank you very, very much for your testimony. You 
have been very helpful to us again, Mr. Lynn, and we appreciate it. 

Mr. Lynn. Thank you very much. 

Senator Humpurey. | believe that concludes the hearing this 
morning. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the subcommittee adjourned.) 
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